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THE INTRODUCTORY SOCIOLOGY COURSE is 
probably students’ first exposure to the con-
cepts and concerns of the discipline, and for 
many students, it is also their last. It is most 
likely taught with an introductory textbook, 
whose content is supposed to reflect the 
concerns and interests of sociologists gener-
ally and, ideally, some realities of society 
itself. That introductory textbooks often fail 
to achieve either of these goals is undoubt-
edly less a function of the efforts of intro-
ductory textbook authors to achieve them 
than of the difficulty of keeping up with the 
many subdisciplines that constitute sociol-
ogy (see, e.g., Hamilton and Form 2003, 
Schweingruber and Wohlstein 2005) and of 
striking a balance among many valued ends. 
One of the functions, then, of forums such 
as Teaching Sociology and other journals 
has become the provision of feedback to the 
authors, or at least the faculty users, of our 
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We have updated Ferree and Hall’s (1990) study of the way gender and race 
are constructed through pictures in introductory sociology textbooks. Ferree 
and Hall looked at 33 textbooks published between 1982 and 1988. We repli-
cated their study by examining 3,085 illustrations in a sample of 27 text-
books, most of which were published between 2002 and 2006. We found 
important areas of progress in the presentation of both gender and race as 
well as significant areas of stasis. The face of society we found depicted in 
contemporary textbooks was distinctly less likely to be that of a white man, 
very prominent in the 1980s texts, and much more likely to be that of a mi-
nority woman. Thus, while only 34 percent of the pictures of identifiable indi-
viduals in the textbooks examined by Ferree and Hall were of women, almost 
50 percent of such pictures were of women in the recent texts. Moreover, 
while the percentage of white men portrayed dropped from about 45 percent 
to 30 percent, the percentage of portrayals of minority women rose from 
about 11 percent to 22 percent. Another sign of progress has been the de-
creasing likelihood of textbooks to depict race and gender as being nonover-
lapping categories: while women of color apparently “had” only race in the 
sample examined by Ferree and Hall, they “had” both gender and race in the 
sample we studied. Still, our examination of pictures as a whole as a unit of 
analysis found that blacks continue to be more likely than any other racial 
group to be depicted in the presence of other racial groups and, thus, to ideal-
ize the degree of social integration in American society. We also still see non-
white women enjoying very little (in fact, no) visibility in sections devoted to 
theory, despite developments in feminist theory, generally, and multicultural 
feminist, specifically. In general, though, our analysis suggests that the vari-
ous criticisms of introductory texts that have appeared in this forum and oth-
ers can have an impact on the content of those texts and, by extension, the 
sociology we teach. 
ROGER CLARK 
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ALEX NUNES 
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introductory textbooks, and such feedback 
has been forthcoming. The purpose of this 
paper is to assess the degree to which one 
kind of feedback about introductory sociol-
ogy textbooks, that of Ferree and Hall 
(1990) about textbooks’ depiction of gender 
and race in society, is reflected in a new 
generation of such textbooks. 
 Ferree and Hall, of course, have not pro-
vided the only feedback to authors and pub-
lishers of introductory sociology texts. The 
year before Ferree and Hall’s piece ap-
peared in 1990, Mathisen (1989) opined that 
introductory texts should stop treating 
“common sense” negatively. Ferree and 
Hall’s piece seemed to inspire a wave of 
articles focusing on groups that were omit-
ted or whose presentation was in some other 
way inappropriate: Najafizadeh and Men-
nerick (1992) observed that texts paid little 
attention to Third World education; 
Marquez (1994) noted that textbooks of-
fered a distorted image of “Hispanic” 
women; Stone (1996) observed that racial 
and ethnic minorities tend to be ghettoized 
and marginalized in texts; and Taub and 
Fanflik (2000) criticized textbooks for their 
limited information about disability. There 
were critiques that asserted that introductory 
textbooks provided inadequate approaches 
to inequality or stratification: Lucal (1994) 
found that the majority of introductory texts 
offered distributional, rather than relational, 
approaches to social stratification and there-
fore did not promote a consciousness of 
oppression and privilege; Ferree and Hall 
(1996) showed that texts segregated their 
discussions of race, class, and gender, 
rather than showing them as interactive in 
stratification processes; Hall (2000) argued 
that poverty information is too concentrated 
in discussions of class and not enough a part 
of discussions of race and gender; and 
Hamilton and Form (2003) asserted that the 
categories of race, ethnicity, and religion 
used by the texts oversimplify social reality. 
Even more recently there have been articles 
that seem even more radical in their cri-
tiques of introductory texts. Best and 
Schweingruber (2003), for instance, 
claimed that many of the concepts intro-
duced in texts are rarely used by practicing 
sociologists themselves. Nolan (2003) sug-
gested that by using exaggeration, distor-
tion, and simple untruths about social phe-
nomena, texts run the risk of engendering 
distrust and cynicism in students. Keith and 
Ender (2004a, 2004b) and Schweingruber 
(2004) debated whether sociology as a disci-
pline has a “core” and whether this core, 
such as it is, is adequately reflected in our 
introductory texts. Wagenaar (2004) argued 
that certain topics covered by current texts 
are not seen as important by teaching soci-
ologists, and Schweingruber and Wohlstein 
(2005) argue that textbook authors fail to 
keep up with all the fields they cover, par-
ticularly noting that introductory texts pro-
mote crowd myths that experts in collective 
behavior have debunked. The criticisms 
vary in the degree to which they may be 
easily and happily dealt with by authors and 
publishers of introductory sociology texts. It 
is, after all, one thing to commit to main-
streaming racial and ethnic minorities 
throughout a text (Stone 1996) and another 
to commit to demonstrating how sociology 
lacks the status of a science (Keith and 
Ender 2004a).  
But do authors and publishers respond to 
published criticisms as they rework older 
introductory textbooks and prepare new 
ones, even when the problems addressed are 
amenable to change? There is some evi-
dence that authors read such criticisms (see 
Macionis’s [1989] response to Elaine Hall’s 
[1988] insistence upon the inclusion and 
handling of gender.) We replicate Ferree 
and Hall’s (1990) study based upon the ex-
amination of 33 introductory textbooks pub-
lished between 1982 and 1988, using 27 
textbooks published between 2002 and 2006 
to ascertain the degree to which their cri-
tique of the visual presentation of gender 
and race has been addressed by a new gen-
eration of textbooks. 
 
METHOD 
 
We have replicated Ferree and Hall’s 
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(1990) efforts by looking at three levels of 
visual portrayal in sociology textbooks: the 
depiction of individuals, the social composi-
tion of images as a whole, and the place-
ment of pictures within a sociological topic 
area. The first level focused on the number 
of individuals in a picture, provided the 
individuals were brought sufficiently to the 
foreground to make their race- and gender-
identities clear and salient to readers. In 
this, like Ferree and Hall, we were simply 
trying to discern which race and gender 
categories were given a presence in the text-
book. The second level focused on the im-
plicit social relationships among members in 
the race and gender categories. At this 
level, we were no longer asking only 
whether there were black women, for in-
stance, but whether black women were 
given “frames of their own” rather than 
frames shared with others. The third level 
examined the degree to which pictures of 
certain race or gender categories were ghet-
toized into certain topical areas. Did one 
find, for instance, an overrepresentation of 
women in sections on gender or an under-
representation of blacks in sections on the-
ory? 
We examined the pictorial presentation of 
race and gender in the 3,085 illustrations 
(photographs, cartoons, drawings) in 27 
introductory sociology textbooks published 
in the United Sates between 2002 and 2006. 
We solicited all college-level textbooks 
listed in WorldCat under the topics of 
“sociology” and “sociological” and exam-
ined the most recent versions available to 
us. (See the Appendix for a list of the books 
we studied.) In most cases, the most recent 
version of the text was the most recent 
available to us. In only two cases (Eitzen 
and Baca Zinn 2007; Tischler 1999) did we 
use a book that fell outside the 2002-2006 
target period. In the case of Eitzen and Baca 
Zinn, the 2007 edition was the one we re-
ceived when we asked the publisher for an 
earlier edition, and it made sense to include 
the most recent edition in our sample. In the 
case of Tischler, the 1999 edition was the 
most recent one we could obtain through 
interlibrary loan, despite our knowledge 
that more recent editions existed. We used 
this version on the assumption that it would 
make our sample more representative of the 
universe of “current” introductory sociol-
ogy textbooks than if we did not use it. We 
believe that the inclusion of this text creates 
a sample that is slightly conservative in its 
estimates of the (positive) change that has 
occurred in sociology texts since the 1980s. 
Four of our 27 texts (Harvell 2005; Kunz 
and Stuart 2005; Russell 2005; Sharrock 
and Martin 2003) had either only one or 
two (usually cover) pictures with humans 
and therefore did not contribute much to the 
variation described below (where, again, 
individuals and pictures, not books them-
selves, were units of analysis). 
The 27 textbooks we examined included 
4,899 pictures. Like Ferree and Hall, we 
coded each picture as containing one of the 
following: no people, collectivities, or iden-
tifiable individuals. (Unless otherwise 
noted, our coding was consistent with 
theirs.) Like them, we coded each of the 
(3,085) pictures that contained identifiable 
individuals for the number of males and 
females, the number of whites, blacks, 
Asians, Hispanics, Native Americans, Mid-
dle Easterners, and people of “other” 
(usually “mixed”) races.  
We coded pictures as a whole for the type 
of racial, ethnic and gender diversity de-
picted. We coded for whether members of a 
particular group were shown alone or with 
members of other groups. We were inter-
ested in the degree to which integration and 
segregation by race and gender was de-
picted. 
Again, we coded each picture according 
to whether its image was set in the United 
States or elsewhere and whether it fell into 
any of 26 substantive subfields of sociology 
(e.g., gender, family, methods, etc.). We 
mention Ferree and Hall’s (sometimes re-
ferred to as “the earlier study’s” and “the 
1980s study’s”) findings to provide context 
for our own. 
THE FACE OF SOCIETY 229 
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FINDINGS 
 
Number of Individuals 
In our sample of 27 introductory sociologi-
cal textbooks, there were 3,085 pictures 
containing a total of 6,598 coded individu-
als. In Ferree and Hall’s study of 33 text-
books there were 3,948 pictures containing 
15,721 coded individuals. We found a num-
ber of pictures comparable to that of Ferree 
and Hall, given that our sample was smaller 
by six books. However, we coded a smaller 
number of individuals within those pictures, 
possibly because we coded only recogniz-
able individuals in the foreground of a pic-
ture and never more than seven or eight of 
those. We assumed that individuals in the 
background of pictures, beyond the first 
seven or eight individuals in the foreground, 
were not likely to affect reader perception 
of the social world created by the author(s). 
The percentages of males and females in 
our sample, in contrast to those of the 1980s 
sample, were similar to real population pa-
rameters. As suggested by Table 1 (in 
which all percentages are rounded to the 
nearest full percent), women and girls ac-
counted for 50 percent (really 49.6 percent) 
of all individuals in our textbooks, as com-
pared to 36 percent of all individuals in the 
1980s textbooks. Moreover, women and 
men were represented fairly evenly in each 
racial group in our 2002-2006 sample of 
textbooks. Women accounted for 47 percent 
of whites, 47 percent of blacks, 56 percent 
of Hispanics, and 56 percent of Asians. The 
1980s study reported much less female in-
clusion by race; in their textbooks, women 
accounted for 36 percent of whites, 36 per-
cent of blacks, 33 percent of Hispanics and 
40 percent of Asians.  
Some races were overrepresented and 
others underrepresented when compared to 
population parameters. Blacks, who made 
up 12.3 percent of the U.S. population in 
2000 according to the U.S. census (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census), were 18.2 percent of 
all individuals in pictures set in the United 
States in 2002-2006 textbooks. Whites made 
up about three quarters of the American 
population in 2000 but were only 66 percent 
of all individuals set in the United States in 
our textbooks. Hispanics were also under-
represented, making up 6.3 percent of indi-
viduals in our textbook, despite being 12.5 
percent of the U.S. population in 2000. In 
Ferree and Hall’s study, whites were 79 
percent of the individuals, blacks 14 per-
cent, and other nonwhites 8 percent. At the 
time blacks made up 12 percent and other 
nonwhites 8 percent of the U.S. population. 
Pictures of blacks are overrepresented even 
more in today’s textbooks than they were in 
the 1980s sample, which helps explain why 
the representation of whites has declined, 
and this may reflect an appropriate concern 
for problems associated with race on the 
part of textbook authors. Still, it appears 
that authors have not yet found ways to ade-
quately depict (and perhaps talk about?) the 
boom in America’s Latino population. 
Of all the individuals depicted in our text-
books white men accounted for 30 percent, 
white women 27 percent, minority men 20 
percent and minority women 22 percent. In 
the 1980s sample, 45 percent of the indi-
viduals portrayed in the texts were white 
men, 26 percent were white women, 19 
percent were minority men and 11 percent 
were minority women. This is another indi-
cation that females and minorities have 
gained greater inclusion in sociology text-
books since the 1980s. In particular, minor-
ity women are about twice as visible in the 
2000s texts as they were in the 1980s texts. 
 
Segregation and Integration in Picture 
Composition 
Following Ferree and Hall, we next exam-
ined the picture as the unit of analysis. 
Sixty-three percent of the pictures we exam-
ined had codeable individuals, as compared 
to 73 percent in Ferree and Hall’s sample. 
This difference, again, probably in large 
part reflects our tougher standard for count-
ing individuals as codeable—that is, that 
they not be incidental to the picture, appear-
ing only in the background of whatever is 
clearly the focus of the image. Conse-
quently, we expected that the percentage of 
230 TEACHING SOCIOLOGY 
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pictures that included codeable males and 
females would be smaller in our sample 
than in the 1980s sample of pictures. That 
was, in fact, the case. Significantly, though, 
and as Table 2 shows, the comparative in-
visibility of males in our sample is much 
greater than the comparative invisibility of 
females: 57 percent of our pictures with 
codeable individuals were of men or boys, 
as compared to 81 percent of the earlier 
sample, while 50 percent of the same pic-
tures contained women or girls, as com-
pared to 56 percent of the 1980s sample. 
And while Ferree and Hall found that more 
than twice as many pictures of individuals 
contained exclusively men than contained 
exclusively women (44 percent to 19 per-
cent), we found that men were only about a 
third more likely, in the recent sample, to 
appear without women than women were to 
appear without men (34 percent to 27 per-
cent). Thus, while in the 1980s sample, 54 
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Table 1. Comparison of the Gender, Race, and Geographic Locale of All Individuals Portrayed in 
U.S. Introductory Textbooks: 1982-1988 (Ferree and Hall) Sample and 2002-2006 Sample 
 Total 
 All Individuals 1982-1988 
(N=15,721) 
Percent 
All Individuals 2002-2006 
(N=6,598) 
Percent 
Men and Boys 
  White 
  Minority 
Women and girls 
  White 
  Minority 
64
45
19
36
26
11
50
30
20
50
27
22
 Gender by Race 
Whites 
  Men and boys 
  Women and girls 
Blacks 
  Men and boys 
  Women and girls 
Hispanics 
  Men and boys 
  Women and girls 
Asians 
  Men and boys 
  Women and girls 
100
64
34
100
64
36
100
67
33
100
60
40
100
53
47
100
53
47
100
44
56
100
44
56
 Racial Distribution of Individuals Located in United States 
 1980 Census Percent 2000 Census Percent 
Non-Hispanic whites 
Non-Hispanic blacks 
Hispanics 
Other nonwhites 
79
14
8
80
12
8
66
18
6
10
69
12
13
6
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232 TEACHING SOCIOLOGY 
percent of pictures that showed men in-
cluded only men and only 33 percent of 
pictures that showed women had only 
women in them, in the current sample, 59 
percent of pictures with men showed only 
men and fully 54 percent of pictures with 
women showed only women.  
To the extent that exclusive portrayal sug-
gests greater sociological significance, 
men’s pictorial dominance declined not only 
overall, but also by race. Thus, while Fer-
ree and Hall found more than twice as many 
pictures containing whites showed only 
white men compared to only white women 
(39 percent to 16 percent), we found that 
the difference was only about half again as 
much (37 percent to 25 percent), and while 
they found more than twice as many pic-
tures of other racial groups showed only 
men compared to only women (33 percent 
to 16 percent), we found that the difference 
was only about 2 percent (29 percent to 27 
percent). 
But while women were much more likely 
to have a “frame of their own” in our sam-
ple than in the sample from the 1980s, 
Black people were only slightly more likely 
to have one. In the 1980s sample, only 53 
percent of pictures containing blacks con-
tained only blacks, while 85 percent of pic-
tures of whites and 81 percent of pictures of 
other racial or ethnic groups were exclusive 
portraits. In our sample the percentages 
were very similar: 55 percent of pictures 
Pictures with Individuals 
1982-1988 (N=3,948) 
Pictures with Individuals 
2002-2006 (N=1,814) 
 A* 
Percent 
B* 
Percent 
A
Percent 
B
Percent 
Contains any men 
  Only men 
81
44
100
54
57
34
100
59
Contains any women 
  Only women 
56
19
100
33
50
27
100
54
Contains any whites 
  Only whites 
  Only white men 
  Only white women 
 100 
85
39
16
 100 
83
37
25
Contains any other racial ethnic groups 
(including blacks) 
  Only other men 
  Only other women 
100
28
14
100
29
27
Contains any blacks 
  Only blacks 
 100 
53
 100 
55
Contains any other racial ethnic groups 
(excluding blacks)  
  Only others 
100
81
100
79
Contains any blacks in United States 
  Only blacks in United States 
 100 
44
 100 
51
Contains any other racial ethnic groups 
(excluding blacks) in United States 
  Only others in United States 
100
67
100
70
*Column A = overall portrayal and exclusive portrayal as percentage of all pictures with people; column 
B = exclusive portrayal as percentage of overall portrayal. 
Table 2. Overall Portrayal and Exclusive Portrayal of Gender and Race Groups for Pictures and 
Individuals: 1982-1988 (Ferree and Hall) Sample and 2002-2006 Sample 
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with blacks were exclusively of blacks, 83 
percent of pictures of whites were exclu-
sively of whites, and 79 percent of pictures 
of other races or ethnic groups were exclu-
sives. For U.S. settings, the 1980s study 
found that blacks were less likely than other 
minorities to have pictures of their own, 
giving an unrealistic impression, Ferree and 
Hall asserted, that blacks were more inte-
grated into American society than others. 
Thus, while blacks in pictures from the 
U.S. appeared exclusively in 44 percent of 
pictures with blacks, other ethnic minorities 
appeared that way 67 percent of the time. 
Our sample was slightly more “realistic” in 
this respect: In our pictures set in the 
United States blacks appeared alone in 54 
percent of the pictures that had blacks, 
while other ethnic minorities appeared that 
way 70 percent of the time. 
 
Stereotypes and Substantive Contexts 
We also followed Ferree and Hall to a third 
level of analysis, examining the textbook 
topics of gender and race, as well as the 
association of race and gender groups with 
specific institutional topics (e.g., politics, 
the economy, etc.). We examined, as they 
did, only those pictures set in the United 
States, inasmuch as the meaning of race 
varies across cultures and most pictures (81 
percent in the 1980s sample; 78 percent in 
ours) were set in the United States. 
Like Ferree and Hall, we considered a 
race or gender category over- or underrep-
resented when the percentage of race or 
gender pictures in a certain topic area dif-
fered by 10 percentage points or more from 
the number of pictures devoted to that 
group in all U.S.-based pictures. Thus, as 
indicated at the bottom of Table 3, 62 per-
cent of the pictures that contained individu-
als in the United States in our sample con-
tained any women. This was up from 58 
percent in the earlier sample. So a topic was 
overly associated with women if women 
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Table 3. Gender and Race Composition of Pictures with Individuals Set in the United States by Place- 
ment with Selected Sociological Topics: 1982-1988 (Ferree and Hall) Sample and 2002-2006 Sample
 Pictures of Individuals in the United States that Contain 
White Men Only Any Women Any Non-Whites 
Any Non-White 
Women 
Topic 80s% 00s% 80s% 00s% 80s% 00s% 80s% 00s% 
Gender 
Race
Theory 
Methods 
Sexuality 
Age
Family 
Education 
Health 
Population 
Politics 
Techonology 
  and Sports 
Total  
Percentages 
19
10
40
39
10
23
8
11
37
24
55
41
31
11
5
49
28
10
21
10
18
16
22
45
50
25
77
54
51
52
90
74
91
79
61
66
36
39
58
84
61
30
57
84
72
87
72
79
72
39
42
62
17
76
17
25
14
16
28
52
16
37
17
25
29
33
89
21
39
26
23
37
54
29
38
32
25
31
12
39
7
10
10
17
24
34
11
27
6
5
15
34
63
0
32
19
16
34
44
23
31
17
17
31
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were in 72 percent of its pictures or more; 
it was underassociated with women if 52 
percent or fewer of its pictures contained 
women. Importantly, all of our baseline 
percentages differed significantly from 
those representing Ferree and Hall’s sample 
and all suggested substantially less focus in 
the 2002-2006 sample on white men than in 
the 1982-1988 sample and substantially 
more focus on previously more marginal-
ized groups (women, nonwhites, and par-
ticularly nonwhite women). Thus, while 
fully 31 percent of the 3,158 pictures con-
taining individuals shown in the United 
States in Ferree and Hall’s sample contained 
only white men, only 25 percent of the 
comparable 2,351 pictures in our sample 
did so. Fifty-eight percent of their pictures 
contained any women, while 62 percent of 
ours did; 29 percent of their pictures con-
tained at least one member of a nonwhite 
race, while 38 percent of ours did; and only 
15 percent of theirs contained a female 
member of a nonwhite racial category, 
while fully 31 percent (or more than twice 
as many) of ours did. Ferree and Hall did 
not report on the percentage of pictures that 
had any men in them. We found that 69 
percent of our pictures depicted at least one 
man (as compared to the 62 percent that 
depicted at least one woman). 
The much greater presence of nonwhite 
women in the 2000s sample was reflected in 
changes that occurred in sections that focus 
on gender too. These sections were not only 
the domain of pictures with women in the 
1980s sample, but more particularly of 
white women. Seventy-seven percent of 
their pictures illustrating gender had 
women, but only 12 percent contained non-
white women. Gender sections of our texts 
were also overly associated with women (84 
percent of their pictures contained women), 
but they also contained about three times as 
many pictures of nonwhite women (34 per-
cent showed women of color) as gender 
sections in the 1980s texts. Moreover, while 
only 26 percent of the pictures in the 1982-
1988 sample that showed any women 
showed women of color, 51 percent of the 
pictures in the 2002-2006 sample that 
showed any women showed women of 
color. And, while only 16 percent of pic-
tures of women in the gender sections in the 
1980s sample included at least one woman 
of color, fully 41 percent of such pictures in 
the later sample did so. Another interesting 
change since the 1980s is the degree to 
which men became a less significant pres-
ence in sections devoted to gender. While in 
the 1980s group of texts about 20 percent of 
pictures with people in gender sections ex-
clusively portrayed males, that percentage 
was about halved in our sample (11 per-
cent). Moreover, while Ferree and Hall 
reported that there were half again as many 
pictures devoted to white men exclusively 
as there were pictures that contained any 
women of color, there were more than three 
times as many pictures that contained 
women of color (60) in our gender sections 
than pictures that had white men exclusively 
(19). In fact, more pictures were of women 
of color exclusively (21) than of white men 
exclusively (19). So while, as Ferree and 
Hall pointed out, in the 1980s texts, gender 
seemed most frequently embodied by white 
women, often embodied by white men, and 
rarely embodied by women of color, in the 
more recent texts, gender seemed most fre-
quently embodied by white women, fre-
quently embodied by women of color, and 
less frequently embodied by white men. 
Not surprisingly, perhaps, the subject of 
race is even more dominated by nonwhites 
today than it was in the 1980s. In the 1980s 
sample, 76 percent of the pictures in sec-
tions devoted to race contained some non-
whites; today, the proportion is 89 percent. 
Then, 39 percent contained nonwhite 
women; today, 63 percent contain them. In 
the 1980s, there were more than three times 
as many pictures of women of color in the 
section on race than there were in the sec-
tion on gender (84 compared to 23), but in 
the recent sample the difference was much 
smaller (101 compared to 60), suggesting 
that women of color are now less defined by 
their race and more by their gender than 
they were 20 years ago. The fraction of 
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pictures in the current sample containing 
white men (5 percent) was half the already 
small fraction (10 percent) it was in the 80s 
sample, suggesting that white men have 
even less “race” than they did in the 1980s 
sample. 
There are also some notable changes in 
sociology’s presentation of itself through 
sections on sociological theory and methods 
in the recent texts. At least one of these 
changes was distressing. Pictures in the 
theory sections of the 2000s texts underrep-
resented nonwhite women to a considerably 
greater degree (0 percent of these had any 
nonwhite women, compared to the 31 per-
cent of all pictures that did so) than did pic-
tures in the theory sections of the 1980s 
texts (where 7 percent had any nonwhite 
women, when 15 percent of all pictures in 
those texts did so). Thus, while white men, 
including C. Wright Mills and George Her-
bert Mead, made occasional appearances 
and white women (notably Jane Addams) 
and nonwhite men (notably W.E.B. Du-
Bois) made even more frequent appearances 
in theory sections, we found no women of 
color used even in illustrations of theories, 
much less in pictures of theorists them-
selves.  
In the methods sections of the current 
texts, there was no substantial overrepresen-
tation or underrepresentation of any group 
examined here: white men, women, non-
whites or nonwhite women. But partly be-
cause nonwhite women were so much more 
present in the 2000s texts than they were in 
the 1980s texts (31 percent as compared to 
15 percent overall), they were more than 
three times as present in the current meth-
ods sections as they were in methods sec-
tions of the 1980s texts (they appeared in 32 
percent of that section’s pictures this time, 
as compared to 10 percent in the 1980s). 
Women are not just overrepresented in 
the sections on gender in the current texts. 
They also exceed their level of general visi-
bility (in 62 percent of all pictures in those 
texts) in sections on sexuality (where they 
appear in 84 percent of the pictures), age 
(where they appear in 72 percent of the pic-
tures), family (87 percent of the pictures), 
education (72 percent), health (79 percent), 
and population (72 percent). They were also 
overrepresented in sections on sexuality, 
age, family and education in the 1980s sam-
ple, according to Ferree and Hall, but not in 
health and population. Men are not just un-
derrepresented in sections on gender (where 
only 44 percent of the pictures contained 
any men, compared to 69 percent in the 
whole texts), but also in sections on sexual-
ity (where the percentage of pictures that 
contained any men is 42 percent) and col-
lective behavior (where it is 52 percent). 
Nonwhites and nonwhite women are not just 
overrepresented in the sections on race, but 
also in sections on education (where non-
whites and nonwhite women appeared in 54 
percent and 49 percent of the pictures, re-
spectively). Ferree and Hall found this kind 
of overrepresentation in education for both 
nonwhites and nonwhite women in the 
1980s texts as well. 
Looking at specific institutions more gen-
erally, we found in the 2000s texts, as Fer-
ree and Hall did in the 1980s texts, that 
white men were disproportionately depicted 
in politics. Thus, white men appeared alone 
in 45 percent of the pictures in sections on 
politics (as compared to 25 percent in all of 
the pictures in the 2000s texts). Moreover, 
92 percent of all pictures in sections on 
politics showed any men, as compared to 69 
percent of all pictures in all sections. Poli-
tics, then, still seems to be an area associ-
ated with men in current sociology texts. 
Interestingly, while women and nonwhites 
were underrepresented in sections on poli-
tics in the 1980s textbooks, only women 
(and not nonwhite women) were underrep-
resented in those sections in the 2000s texts, 
with only 39 percent of the pictures in those 
sections containing any women.  
White men, and men generally, were 
much more overrepresented in sections on 
technology and sports, where white men 
only were the focus of 50 percent of the 
pictures in the 2000s sample, and where any 
men appeared in 83 percent of the pictures, 
than they were in the 1980s sample. The 
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androcentric approach to these topics is 
particularly curious given women’s in-
creased visibility in college sports since 
Title IX was passed in 1972, but even since 
the middle 1980s, when the approach to 
these areas was less androcentric. Non-
whites and nonwhite women were underrep-
resented in sections on technology and 
sports, indicating that the awareness of inte-
gration in American schools that is evident 
in the education sections is not on display in 
sections on technology and sports. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The comparison of sociology texts pub-
lished from 2002 to 2006 with those pub-
lished between 1982 and 1988 yields about 
as many striking differences as similarities. 
The current texts are much more gender 
balanced than the texts studied by Ferree 
and Hall (1990). Almost 50 percent of the 
pictures of identifiable individuals were of 
women in the recent texts, while only 34 
percent of such pictures were of women in 
the 1980s texts. Moreover, the increase in 
gender balance is almost completely due to 
decreases in the visibility of white men and 
increases in the visibility of minority 
women: while the percentage of individuals 
portrayed who were white men dropped 
from about 45 percent to 30 percent, the 
percentage that were minority women rose 
from about 11 percent to 22 percent.  
The face of society, as depicted in intro-
ductory sociology textbooks, has become 
distinctly less masculine, more like that of a 
minority woman, by other measures as 
well. While the ratio of pictures that con-
tained only white men to those that con-
tained only white women dropped by nearly 
80 percent between the 1980s and the 
2000s, the ratio of pictures that contained 
only minority men to those that contained 
only minority women dropped by roughly 
95 percent.  
Another substantial difference between 
the 1980s texts and the current group is in 
the degree to which the section on gender 
focuses on women of color. Ferree and Hall 
could fairly say that “the invisibility of 
women of color in the discussion of gender 
underlines the extent to which women and 
minorities are conceived of as nonoverlap-
ping categories” (1990:529). This is no 
longer the case in introductory sociology 
textbooks. In fact, in the current sample, 
women of color actually were more fre-
quently seen in chapters on gender than 
white men, and now appeared in 41 percent 
of all pictures with any women, as opposed 
to only 16 percent of all such pictures in the 
1980s sample.  
This is not to say that women of color 
became less visible in the sections on race 
in the current sample. In fact, they were 
just over half again as visible in sections on 
race as they were in the earlier sample, 
pushing white men into such a marginal 
position in chapters on race that one is 
tempted to say that they (white men) were 
depicted as being even more “raceless” than 
they were in the earlier sample (where they 
were already fairly raceless). 
The similarities between the 2000s sample 
and the 1980s sample are suggestive of 
ways in which other blinders persist for 
textbook writers and their publishers. One 
of these similarities is that blacks continue 
to be much more likely than any other racial 
group to be depicted in the presence of 
members of other racial groups. The im-
plicit degree of social integration enjoyed 
by blacks is undoubtedly more idealized 
than real. Nonwhite women are much more 
evident today in sections on sociological 
methods than they were in the 1980s, but 
they are even less evident than they were in 
sections devoted to theory, despite all of 
their evident contributions to feminist the-
ory (e.g., Anzuldua 1999; Collins 1990, 
1998; Espiritu 1997; hooks 1984, 1989; 
Spivak 1988; Trinh 1989). And it is not just 
that there are no pictures of multicultural 
feminists in theory sections; there is 
scarcely any mention of multicultural femi-
nist theory there either. 
We wondered whether what Ferree and 
Hall called “the prevalence of staged equal-
ity in some sectors . . . and not in others” 
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(1990:529) persisted in such a way as to 
suggest that blacks in the United States have 
“equal chances” but not “equal outcomes.” 
We did find, as they did in the 1980s texts, 
that blacks are overrepresented in sections 
on education in current texts but underrep-
resented in sections on politics (even while 
their underrepresentation in sections on the 
economy no longer persists). But when we 
examined pictures in current education sec-
tions more closely, we found that all of the 
overrepresentation of blacks reflected ef-
forts to illustrate special problems in educa-
tion, such as historic patterns of school seg-
regation. These pictures do not give an im-
pression that blacks have had “equal 
chances.” 
One of the limitations of both the current 
study and Ferree and Hall’s (1990) is that 
they both assume that the authors and pub-
lishers of introductory textbooks would like 
to reflect society in the images they use. 
Given the recent debate over whether text-
books accurately reflect the discipline of 
sociology itself (e.g., Best and Schweingru-
ber 2003; Hamilton and Form 2003; Nolan 
2003;  Schweingruber and Wohlstein 2005), 
it may seem odd to expect them to reflect 
the demographic and sociological realities 
of society as a whole. And even if they did, 
would we really prefer that the society so 
reflected be American society or some more 
or less global one? Another limitation of 
our study, and of the study it replicates, is 
that it treats the total population of introduc-
tory texts as a unit of analysis, failing to 
examine how images are actually and differ-
entially used in different introductory texts.  
Nonetheless, we surmise that the reimag-
ing of society advocated by feminists and in 
particular by Ferree and Hall has led to 
some significant and useful changes in the 
picture of society presented in our introduc-
tory textbooks since the 1980s. Society as 
literally depicted in these texts is much less 
white and male, much more nonwhite and 
female. Women of color are now embraced 
in both our sections on race and gender.  
To the extent that the current texts em-
body change advocated by Ferree and Hall 
(1990), critics of the various ways in which 
introductory textbooks are misleading and 
misinforming students (e.g., by paying too 
little attention to Third World education, 
offering distorted images of “Hispanic” 
women, supplying too limited information 
about disability or ghettoizing racial and 
ethnic minorities) may take heart. When 
those criticisms make sense to authors and 
publishers and when they can be dealt with 
reasonably easily, they may have some, if 
not all, of their desired effects on the texts 
and perhaps even the texts’ audiences.
Appendix. Sample of 2002-2006 
Introductory Sociology Textbooks 
Brinkerhoff, David B., Lynn K. White, Suzanne 
T. Ortega, and Rose Weitz. 2004. Essentials of 
Sociology. East Rutherford, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Brym, Robert J. and John Lie. 2006. Sociology: 
Your Compass for a New World. Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth Publishing.  
Curry, Timothy J., Robert M. Jibou, and Kent P. 
Schwirian. 2004. Sociology for the Twenty-
First Century. East Rutherford, NJ: Prentice 
Hall. 
Eitzen, D. Stanley and Maxine Baca Zinn. 2007. 
In Conflict and Order: Understanding Society.
Boston, MA. Pearson. 
Ferrante, Joan. 2005. Sociology: A Global Per-
spective. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing.  
Giddens, Anthony. 2005. Introduction to Sociol-
ogy. New York: W.W. Norton & Company. 
Harvell, Kalvin Daronne. 2005. Sociology: The 
Orientation. Dubuque, IA: Kendall/Hunt Pub-
lishing Company.  
Henslin, James M. 2006. Sociology: A Down-to-
Earth Approach, Core Concepts. Boston, MA: 
Allyn & Bacon Inc. 
Kendall, Diana. 2006. Sociology in Our Times.
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing. 
Kornblum, William. 2004. Sociology in a Chang-
ing World. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publish-
ing.  
Kunz, Jennifer and Claudia Stuart. 2005. Sociol-
ogy: The New Millennium. Dubuque, IA: Kend-
all/Hunt Publishing Company.  
Lindsey, Linda L. and Stephen Beach. 2003. Soci-
ology. East Rutherford, NJ: Prentice Hall.  
Macionis, John J. 2005. Sociology. East Ruther-
ford, NJ: Prentice Hall.  
Neubeck, Kenneth J. and Davita Silfen Glasberg. 
2004. Sociology: Diversity, Conflict, and 
Change: A Critical Approach. Burr Ridge, IL: 
McGraw-Hill Humanities, Social Sciences & 
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World Languages. 
Newman, David M. 2006. Sociology: Exploring 
the Architecture of Everyday Life. Newbury 
Park, CA: Pine Forge Press. 
Russell, James W. 2005. Societies and Social 
Life: An Introduction to Sociology. Cornwall-
on-Hudson, NY: Sloan Publishing. 
Schaefer, Richard T. 2003. Sociology: A Brief 
Introduction. Columbus, OH: Glen-
coe/McGraw-Hill.  
Scott, Barbara Marliene and Mary Ann Schwartz. 
2004. Making Sense of the Social World. Bos-
ton, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
Sharrock, Wes, John Hughes and Peter Martin. 
2003. Understanding Modern Sociology. Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  
Shepard, Jon M. 2002. Sociology. Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth Publishing. 
Stark, Rodney. 2006. Sociology. Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth Publishing. 
Sullivan, Thomas J. 2006. Sociology: Concepts 
and Applications in a Diverse World. Boston, 
MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
Taylor, Howard F. and Margaret L. Andersen. 
2005. Sociology: Understanding a Diverse 
Society. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing.  
Thio, Alex B. 2006. Society: Myths and Realities, 
an Introduction to Sociology. Boston, MA: 
Allyn & Bacon. 
Thompson, William E. and Joseph V. Hickey. 
2004. Society in Focus: An Introduction to 
Sociology. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
Tishcler, Henry L. 1999. Introduction to Sociol-
ogy. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing. 
Tweedell, Cynthia Benn, ed. 2003. Sociology: A 
Christian Approach for Changing the World. 
Marion, IN: Triangle Publishing.  
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